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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS. 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

• If NO period for reply Is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)13 Responsive to communlcation(s) filed on 05 July 2005 . 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)l3 This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fomnal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) 13 Claim(s) 1-56 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 1-31 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 32i56 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)n accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawlng(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 

Replacennent drawing sheet(s) including the con-ection is required if the drawing{s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)Er Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)l3'AII b)n Some * 0)0 None of: 

1 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attach ment(s) 

1 ) M Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

2) D Notice of Draflsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No{s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) [H Other: . 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 
Applicant's election of Group II (claims 32-56 as amended) in the reply filed on 
7/5/05 is acknowledged. Because applicant did not distinctly and specifically point out 
the supposed errors in the restriction requirement, the election has been treated as an 
election without traverse (MPEP § 818.03(a)). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102/103 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an internatbnal application filed under the treaty defined in sectbn 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Initially, and with respect to claims 32-56, note that a limitation in a claim with 



respect to the manner in which a claimed device is intended to be used does not 
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differentiate tlie claimed device from a prior-art device if the prior-art device teaches all 
stmctural limitations in the claims and the functional limitations are found to be inherent 
in the prior art device. In re Schreiber, 128 F.3d 1473. 1477-78, 44 USPQ2d 1429. 
1431-32 (Fed. Cir. 1997); Ex parte Masham, 2 USPQ2d 1647 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 
1987). See Hewlett-Packard Co. v. Bausch & Lomb Inc. and the related case law cited 
therein which makes it clear that it is the final product perse which must be determined 
in a device claim, and not the patentability of its functions (909 F.2d 1464, 1469. 15 
USPQ2d 1525. 1528 (Fed. Cir. 1990)). Where the claimed and prior art products are 
identical or substantially identical in structure or composition, a prima fade case of 
either anticipation or obviousness has been established. In re Best, 562 F.2d 1252. 
1255, 195 USPQ 430. 433 (CCPA 1977). 

Note that the applicant has burden of proof once the examiner establishes a 
sound basis for believing that the products of the applicant and the prior art are the 
same. See In re Spada, 911 F.2d 705, 709. 15 USPQ2d 1655. 1658 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 

Claims 32-56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as anticipated by Sirringhaus 
et al. (2003/0059975) or. in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Mori 
et al. Sirringhaus et al. (2003/0059975). 

Re claim 32, Sirringhaus et al. disclose all aspects of the instant invention 
including a first electrode (2) constituted by a first electrically conductive region; a 
second electrode (3) constituted by a second electrically conductive region and spaced 
away from the first electrode; a layer of a semiconductor material (4) between the first 
and second electrodes and in contact with the first electrically conductive region, there 
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being an interfacial zone comprising least part of the peripliery of the semiconductor 
material at the interface between the semiconductor material and the first electrically 
conductive region. 

Re claim 41, Sirringhaus et al. disclose wherein at least one of the first and 
second electrically conductive regions (2/3) comprises an electrically conductive 
polymer. 

Re claim 42, Sirringhaus et al. disclose wherein the electrically conductive 
polymer is PEDOT/PSS (Page 4, paragraph [0105]). 

Re claim 45, Sirringhaus et al. disclose wherein the semiconductor material is an 
organic semiconductor. 

Re claim 46, Sininghaus et al. disclose wherein the semiconductor material is a 
conjugated polymer. 

Re claims 49 and 53-56, One of ordinary skill in the art would have been led to 
the recited ionization potential, peripheral zone thickness and dopant concentration 
through routine experimentation to achieve a desired device dimension, device 
associated characteristics and device density on the finished wafer. 

In addition^ the selection of ionization potential, peripheral zone thickness and 
dopant concentration, its obvious because it is a matter of determining optimum process 
conditions by routine experimentation with a limited number of species of result effective 
variables. These claims are prima facie obvious without showing that the claimed 
ranges achieve unexpected results relative to the prior art range. In re Woodruff, 16 
USPQ2d 1935, 1937 (Fed. Cir. 1990). See also In re Huang, 40 USPQ2d 1685, 1688 
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(Fed. Cir. 1996)(claimecl ranges or a result effective variable, which do not overlap the 
prior art ranges, are unpatentable unless they produce a new and unexpected result 
which is different in kind and not merely in degree from the results of the prior art). See 
also In re Boesch, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA) (discovery of optimum value of result 
effective variable in known process is ordinarily within skill or art) and In re Aller, 105 
USPQ 233 (CCPA 1995) (selection of optimum ranges within prior art general 
conditions is obvious). 

Note that the specification contains no disclosure of either the critical nature of 
the claimed ionization potential, peripheral zone thickness and dopant concentration or 
any unexpected results arising therefrom. Where patentability is said to be based upon 
particular chosen ionization potential, peripheral zone thickness and dopant 
concentration or upon another variable recited in a claim, the Applicant must show that 
the chosen ionization potential, peripheral zone thickness and dopant concentration are 
critical. In re Woodruf . 919 F.2d 1575, 1578, 16 USPQ2d 1934. 1936 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 

In reference to the claim language with respect to the method recited in claims 
32-56, these are intermediate steps that do not affect the structure of the final device. 

As to the grounds of rejection under 103(a), see MPEP 2113 which discusses the 
handling of product-by-process claims and recommends the alternative rejection under 
102/103. 
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Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michelle Estrada whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1858. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful,, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew Smith can be reached on 571-272-1907. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 571-272- 
2800. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2823 

ME 

September 6, 2005 




